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REMARICSi 

AppUcants have carefiiUy reviewed the Office Action mailed July 20, 2005, and 
tha«k Examiner Bonck for his detaUed review of the pending claims. In response to the OfiSce 
Achon, Applicants have amended claims 1.15, 22. and 34, canceled claim 8. and added new 
claims 49-53. A tj^^ographical error was corrected in claim 34. By way of this amendment, no 
new matter has been added. Accordingly, claims 1-7 and 9^53 remain pending in this 

application. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present appH^^^ 
the above amendment and the following remarks. 

New Cla^i^Bis 

New claim 49 positively recites "the cover module includes only one return spring " 
Support for this limitation can be found, for example, in Paragraph [0046], sentences 1 and 2 
Paragraph [0045], paragraph [0048], sentence 3, and the embodiments illustrated in HGS 4-6 
and 12. 

New claim 51 positively recites "the remm spring is gene«lly coaxial to at least one 
of the mput portion and the output portion." Support for this limitation can be found, for 
example, in the embodiments illustrated in FIGS. 4-6 and 12. 

New claims 50 and 52 positively recite «the return spring reacts directly on a surfecc 
Of the fixed plate.'' Support for this limitation can be found, for example, in Paragraph [0046] 
sentence 1, Paragraph [0045], sentence 2, and the embodiments Ulustrated in HGS. 4-6 and 12. 

New claim 53 positively recites "the return spring selectively opec^ to generally 
ehmtnatc the clamping force on the ftiction plate." Support for this limitation can be found, for 
example, in Paragraph [0046], sentence. 1 and 2, Paragraph [0045], and the embodiment 
illustrated in FIG. 4. 

aaim Rfeie«;Hn ns - 35 TJ.S.C. S 112 

Claims 6, 15. and 36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as being indefinite 
AppUcants respectfully traverse the rejection. 
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Specifically, the Examiner has rejected claim 1 5 since a reading thereof may indicate 
two different sets of weights. Accordingly, Claim 15 has been amended to clearly articulate the 
intended scope of the claim. 

When describing m invention to one of skill in the art. the presentation of "terms 
need only be reasonable with respect to the ait involved; they need not infoim the layman nor 
discloseyvhattheskilledahieadypossess. Tliey need not describe the conventional. The 
mtricacies need not be detailed ad absurdum.'* General Electric Contpany v. Brenner Comr 
Pats., 159 USPQ 335, 337 (CADC 1968). Furthermore. "fr]equiring inclusion in the patent of 
knowTi scientific/technolosical information would add an imprecise and open-ended criterion to 
the content of patent specification, could greaUy enlarge the content of patent specifications and 
unnecessarily increase the cost of px^aring and prosecuting patent appUcations, and could tend 
to obfuscate rather than highlight the contribution to which the patent is directed. A patent is not 
a scxent,fic treatise, but a document that presumes a readership sldUed in the field of the 
invention." A/inomoto Co. v. Archer-Daniels-Midland Co., 56 USPQ2d. 1332. 1338 (Fed Cir 
2000). 

The Examiner has also rgected claims 6 and 36 due the use of the terms 'height' and 
•height to thickness ratio.' Applicants respectfuUy submit that the tenn 'height to thickness 
ratio,- as it pertains to disc^like springs, was well kno^ in the art at the tune of filing the 
present application. Attached is an infonnation sheet fix,m West Coast Lockwashers, Inc found 
" hgg^^.^lco.com/pdf^sprinp/^vfy^ QOftpif. As illustrated in the attachment, the height 
to thickness mtio of adisc-like spring is weU known in the art. and therefore meets the standard 
Of 4/inomoto, See also SAE HS 1582 'Manual on Design and Manufacture of Coned Disk 
Spnngs (Belleville Springs) and Spring Washers.' (June 1988), and US Patent No. 4,641 736 
column 5, lines 3-7. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejection^ is ' 
respectfUly requested. 
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Claim Rejections ^ ^fi T T.S.C. 8 1 ft^ 



I. GOCHENOUR 



Claims 1-3, 5, 7-1 1, 14, 21-24, 26, 33-35, 37, 40 and 48 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) 
as being anticipated by GocWr./^/. (U.S. 2003/0042108 Al). Applicants respectluUy 
traverse the rejectioa. 

To anticipate . claim, the reference must teach every element of the claim. A claim 
anticipated only if each and every element as set forth b the claim is found, either expressly or 
inherently described, in a single prior art reference. Verd^gaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co of 
California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USFQ2d 1051. ,053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). The identical 'invention 
mu.tbe.hownina3compIetedetaiIasiscontainedinthe...claim. Richardson v. Smuki Motor 
Co., 868 F.2d 1226. 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913. 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

Independent Cairn 1 positively recites a "return spring configu,^, to apply a retum 
force on the ^ghts through the moveable plate." fa contx^st, Gochenour teaches a renim 
spnng 1 1 4 which is not 'configured to apply a retum force on the weights through the moveable 
plate.' 

Additionally, Applicants note that the Examiner has identified preloaded spring 
-ember 132 in Gochenour as a 'r.tum spring'. However, the Examiner cited paragraph [0041] 

3 -ntence,indicatingthatpreloadedspringmetnber,32ispxovidedtolimitanaxialfo«^ and 
has not explained how preloaded spring member 132 can 'apply a return force on the weight ' 
Thus, Gochenour does not teach every limitation of independent claim 1, a^ required in 
Verdegaal Bros, 

Independent claim 22 positively recites that 'the cover module includes only one 
retumspring." m contrast. Gochenour teaches the need for multiple retum springs. Thus 
Gochenour does not teach every limitation of independent claim 22. 

Independent claim 34 positively recites a "reaction member ^igaged for axial 

movement ^..th the first weight engagingplate and atleast one return springmember^^^^^^ 

between the reactionmember and the second weight engagingplate, the rentmspringmem^ 
configured to apply a return W against the first weight engaging plate through the reaction 
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member to bia. each of the roller weights toward a pre-moved positiorx against the effects of 
ceotnfugal force." In contrast, Gochenour does not teach or suggest this limitation. Thus. 
Gochenour does not teach every limitation of independent claim 34. 

Dependent claims, 1-3. 5. 7-1 1, 14, 21, 23-24, 26, 33, 35. 37, 40 and 48, which 
depend fiom independent claims 1. 22 and 34. are also patentable by being dependent on an 
aUowable base claim. Accordingly, reconsideration and wididrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

n. ATSUMI 

Claims 2-4, 9, 10, 34. and 35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by ^tt«mfe/ a/. ('172). Applicants respectfoUy traverse the rejection. 

Independent claim 1, as amended, positively recites that "the return spring is 
selectively biased in a generally disc-shaped configuration." In contrast, Atsumi teaches only 

cyhndncalcoU springs, ^^us, Atsumi does not teach every limitation of independent claim 1 as 
required in Verdegaal Bros, ' 

Independent claim 34 positively recites that ♦'reaction member engaged for axial 
movement with the first weight engaging plate and at leastone return spring member positioned 
between the reaction member and the second weight engaging plate, the r«tum spring member 
configured to apply a return force against the first weight engaging plat« through the reaction 
member to bias each of the roller weights toward a pre-moved position against the effects of 
centrdugal force." ^ contrast, Atsumi does not teach or suggest a reaction member. Hius 
Atsumi does not teach every limitation of independent claim 34. 

Dependent claims, 2-4. 9. 10. and 35. which depend ftom independent claim. 1 and 
34. are also patentable by being dependent on an allowable base claim. Accordingly 
reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

in NAKANE 

Claims 1, 2. 10. 20, 34, 35, 45, and 46 were rtgected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
bemg anticipated by Nak^ne ('862). Applicants respectfully traven« the rejection. 
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Indepeadent claim 1 , as amended, positively recites that "the return spring is 
selectively biased in a genezally disc-shaped configuration." In contrast. Nakanc teaches n 
cylindricaj coil spring 23 (See FIG. 5). Thus, Nakane does uot teach every liimtation of 
mdependent claim 1 , as required in Verdegaal Bros. 

fodependent claim 34 positively recites that "reaction member engaged for axial 
movement vdth the first v^ight engaging plate and at least one retun, spring member positioned 
between the taction member and the second weight engaging plate, the return spring member 
configured to apply a return force a^nst the first weight engaging plate through the reaction 
member to bias each of the «,IIer weights toward a pre-moved position against the effects of 
centnfugal force." I« contrast, Nakane does not teach or suggest this limitation. Ihus,Nakane 
does not teach cvety limitation of independent claim 34. 

Dependent claims. 2. 10. 20, 35. 45, and 46 are al=o patentable by being dependent 
on an allowable base claim. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection is 
lespectfully requested. 

rv MUJLER 

indene d '''''' ^^''"'^^^^^^^ 

Mller ( 639). Applicants respectfiJly traverse the rejection. 

Independent claim 1, as amended, positively recites that "the return spring is 
se ec^vely biased in agenerally disc-Shaped configuration." In contrast ^ 
cylmdncalcoU spring (see FIGS. , and3). Tl^us. MiUer does not teach every limitation of 
mdependent claim I, as required in Verdegaal Bros. 

Independent claim 22. as amended, positively recites that "the cover module includes 
only one return spring." ^ contrast. Miller teaches the need for multiple return springs Th^ 
MUlerdoesnotteachev«y,imitationofindependentclaim22. 

Independent claim 34 positively recites that "reaction member engaged for axial 
movement with tiie first weight engaging olate and at ««« ^ 

n »"8^P"^ ana at least one return sprmg member positioned 
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between the reaction member and the second ^veight engaging plate, the return spring member 
configured to apply a return force against the first weight engaging plate through the reaction 
member to bias each of the roller weights toward a pr^-moved position against the effects of 
centrifugal force." m contrast. Miller does not teach or suggest a reaction member. Thus, 
Miller does not teach every limitation of independent claim 34. 

Dependent claims. 2^, 7-12. 14-17. 24, 26-28, 33, 35. 37, 38 and 40-42. which 
depend fiom independent claims 1. 22 and34. are also patentable by being dependent on an 
allowable base claim. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this injection i= 
respectfully requested. 

Claim Re.P«-fl«»^ - 35 u s.f. ^ 

Claims 13, 18'20, 25. 29. 30-32. 39. and 43-47 we,« rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) 
as being unpatentable overM/fer 0639). Applicants respectfiilly traverse the rejection. 

When rejecting a claim based upon a sole 35 U.S.C. 103(a) «ference, the Federal has 
Circutt has provided some guidance. Specifically, /„ Gordon provides that "Whc mcr« fact 
that the prior an could be so modified would not have made the modification obvious unless the 
pnor art suggested the desirabHity of the modification." 221 USPQ 1 125, 1 127 (CAFC 1984) 
m addition, the Federal Circuit has held that -f i]t is not pertinent whether the prior art device 
possesses the functional characteristics of the claimed invention if the reference does not 
descnbe or suggest its structure." InreMlIs, 16 USPQ2d 1430, 1433 (1990). 

As mentioned above. Miller does not teach the limitations of independent claims 1 

22, or 34. Accordingly, Miller camiot teach the limitations of claims 13. 18-20. 25 29 3O-32' 
39, and 43-t7. which depend therefrom. ' 

Conclusion 

fo. T ^-^<^-r^ and remarks, the pending application is in condition 

for aUowance. If. however, there are any outstanding issues that can be r^olved by telephone 
conference, the Examiner is earnestly encouraged to telephone the under^gned representative 
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"i^hcliey^not^^i^^^ ^ However, if am- fees a„teci^i„ 
c««~«oo»i**e«i^„f,..p,„^„„„,,,„,„^^ 

extension of time under 37 C F R si i«i<n»t.^ w . -""wior 
charged to this Deposit Account. 



Dated: October 10, 2005 



Attachment: Infonnation sheet on Disc Springs 



Respectfully submitted. 

By ...^ 
Michael B. Stewart 

Registration No.: 36,018 
Kenneth W. Jarrell 

Registration No.: 52,484 
^ER FISHMAN & GRAUER PLLC 
3^533 Woodward Avenue 
Suite 140 

Bloomfield Hills. Michigan 48304 
(248) 593-3310 

Attorneys for Applicant 
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BELLEVILLE DISC SPRBVQS 

Disc Springs, with all of their variations^ are among the most widely used' tension generating washers. They arc used , 
for spanning alignment holes, distributmg bearing loads and for generating and sustaining the tension needed to hold i 
aisscmbUcs togethec 

Belleville washers provide a very high spring force for short movement and have a high energy storage capacity. In 
a true Belleville washer, the ratio of material thickness to rim width is held to about one in five. Crown hei^t actuaJDiy 
should not exceed 40% of materia] thickness. In application, yield strength is not exceededi and the'^vaislier returns to 
its full crown height when compression Jforcc is removed. 

Commercial Disc Springs are not held to the specific O.D./crown height/thickness ratios required, of the true 
Belleville Disc Sprirtg washers. Traditionally, the crown height to thickness ratio is considerably greater fbr. commerx;iaI <^ — 
Disc Springs. When loaded to flat, their yield point may be exceeded. These washers, however, are often used in appii- 
cations where they function entirety within their clastic range. In applications where they arc loaded beyond their 
yield point they will act in a consistent manner over a reduced crown height. Such washers have, in effect, become re* 
formed. 

By varying thickness and ccown height relationships, design engineers meet a wide tangc of load/de£Lection require- 
ment with Disc Spring washers. A ctowxk hdght to thickness ratio ranging from OA to O.S, for caDunplc, produces a tiair- 
ly constant spring rate OPigure 1>. 

With a crown hdght to thickness ratio up to the washer will show a positive rate of inciease in the load up to 
10096 deflection (Figure 2). 

At a crown height to thickness ratio of 1-4, the Disc Spring shows a constant load over a fairly large deflection, mak- 
ing it useful in applications where extreme wear conditions must be absorbed CFigure 3>. 

Where the ratio of crown height to thickness exceeds 1.4, yielding will occur and, possibly, oil canning or inverting 
(Figure 4). 
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Figure 4 



SLOTTED PISC SPRINGS 

Often referred to as a diaphragm spring, the Slotted Disc 
Spring is used in clutch applications and other applications 
requiring high travel consistent within accept^le stress limits. 
The characteristics curve, 09 shown in figure 6, indicatcia a rela- 
tively constant load over a wide range of deflection. 
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An overall cotnparison of washer deflecdon 
characteristics resulting from load applied tc? 
washers with specific height to thidooess ^ 
ratios is shown in Figure 5. 




Figure 5 
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STACKINO 

Disc Springs are often stacked to cnhatjce performance chmctodlstics. By stacking them ii* pj^x^Ucl, load bear- 
ing characteristics arc eiihajnceci (Figuxe 7). when stacked in sedes, greater deflection or tjavel is iachieved 
(Figures). ; ; . : 




Combination stacking, in paralici wntd in series, increases both load bearing and deflection (Figuxc 9)* Disc Springs of 
varying thicknesses can also be stacked to achieve specific performance objectives CFIgure 10). 




Figure 



COMPAEING DISC SPRING STACK TO COIL SPRING 

Kgurc 11 cJearl)r shows how Disc Springs, stacked in scries, support the same load as a coiled spring with a 
substantial reduction in space required. Disc stacks may be designed for extremeiy high loads where coil springs are 
not fisasiMe at an. 



Cofi spring weiQbtO.57 tb. 
Volume: 4.64 tn.' 
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